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Appendix G contains comments and responses to the Draft Environmental Assessment. The

comments were taken from hearing transcripts, public agencies, private organizations, and
individuals. The subsequent sections are as follows:

A - Agency Comments

B - Organization Comments
C - Public Hearing Transcript
D - Public Comments

Yuma Area Service Highway Final Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation August 2005
Federal Project No. HPP-900-A(022) TRACS No. 195 YU 0 H5774 01D
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Appendix G-A: Agency Comments

Yuma Area Service Highway Final Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation August 2005
Federal Project No. HPP-900-A(022) TRACS No. 195 YU 0 H5774 01D
G-A-1
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A1-1

Al-2

Al

Patricia MeCabe

Subject: F\W: Dralt EA for

From: Andrea Campbell [mallt:ACAMPBELL@:. usbr.gov]
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2003 3:11 PM

To: Diane Simpson-Colebank

Cc: Kimber Kirkland; Melissa Spasiin; Thayer Broill
Subject: Draft EA for ASH

Hi Diane,
Thanks for the opportunity to review the Draft EA,

| From an environmental perspective, BOR has no further comments.

Note that several comments that I submitted on the pre-Draft EA, at ADOT/FHWA
discretion, were not addressed in the revision.
These comments are valid for the Draft EA as well.

BOR's Lands Team may have comments on the Draft EA.

I am requesting that they submit these to you separately from Environmental Team comments.

Best regards,
Andrea

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
7301 Calle Agua Salada
Yuma, Arizona 85364
(928) 343-8237

(928) 343-8245 (fax)

Response to Comment A1-1
Comment is noted in the project record.

Response to Comment Al1-2

Previous comments submitted by Reclamation were made on an
administrative version of the Pre-Draft Environmental Assessment.
Comments previously received have been reviewed and addressed
as appropriate.
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Al-3

Al

Patricia McCabe

Subject: RE: Draft EA for ASH

-===0riginal Message-----

From: Kimber Kirkland [mailto:KRIRKLANDGle.usbr.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 01, 2003 2:02 PM

To: Andrea Campbell; Diane Simpson-Colebank

Cc: Melissa Sparlin; Rick Strahan; Thayer Broili
Subject: Re: Draft BEAR for ASHM

Hi Diane:

The Lands Team aleo has the same comments as before. I am concerned that the mitigatic
measures do not include care of the wells along Co 23rd. I do now have an application
from ADOT for the proposed right-of-way and will include that in the stipulations for t
right-of-way.

thanks!
kim

Eimber Kirkland

Realty Officer/Lands Team Leader
tuma Area Dffice

Bureau of Reclamation

7301 Calle Agua Salada

Yuma AZ 85366

928-343-8153
928-343-8320 fax

kkirkland@lc.usbr.gov

Response to Comment A1-3

The care of wells along County 23" Street would be addressed
during final design. The wells would be protected in place, with
access provided to Reclamation for sampling operations. After the
useful life of the wells has been reached they would be relocated
outside the Area Service Highway (ASH) right-of-way by
Reclamation.
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A2-1

A2-:2 |

A2-3

A2-4

A2-5

A2

Department of Energy
Waestern Area Power Adminastration
Deser Southwes! € mer Servicn Region

P.O

Phoenix. AZ

JUL 9 20m
Ms, Diane Simpson-Colebank
Logan Simpson Design Inc
51 West Third Street, Suite 450
Tempe, AZ 85281

Dear Ms. Simpson:

Western Arca Power Administration (Western) has received the Yuma Area Service
Highway Draft Environmental Assessment, Tracs No. 195 YU 000 H5774 02D, Federal
Project No, HPP 900-A (022), also known as ASH. The project will impact Western's
Gila-Sonora 69-kV Transmission Line, and a portion of the Sonora-242 Wellfield 34.5-
kW,

It is anticipated that the Gila-Sonora 69-kV transmission line may need to be raised to
provide for appropriate vertical clearances. Structures 4/1 and 4/3 may need W be
replaced. Structure 4/2 may need to be relocated outside of the roadway. Western is also
concerned that the slope of the roadway near several other structures may impede access
o, and maintenance of, our facilities.

With that in mind, we offer the following comments:

e Please reference page 16, G. Utilities: ... The WAPA 69-kV transmission line runs
parallel to the Avenue 4E and the A canal alignments. The transmission line adjacent
to the A Canal would need to be raised to provide for appropriate vertical clearance.
A structure will need to removed and relocated out of the highway right-af-way. The
remainder of the ASH would be designed to meet the appropriate vertical clearances
and provide adequate clear-zones around the transmission line structures within
WAPA transmission line rights-of-way.”

* Please reference page 26, second paragraph, “It is anticipated that WAPA
transmission lines and associated clear-zones would not be affected by the ASH . . .
Western does not agree with the content of this paragraph. This project will impact
Western's facilities. Alternative access roads, as well as clear access around the
structures, may need to be provided by ADOT so that maintenance activities can be
performed.

e It is Western's understanding that we will be a cooperating agency in the NEPA
process.  Any further coordination in regards to the Environmental Assessment
should be coordinated with Mr. John Holt, Environmental Manager, at (602) 352-
2592,

RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS

Response to Comment A2-1
Structures would need to be relocated and raised to provide
adequate vertical and horizontal clearances.

Response to Comment A2-2

Western Area Power Administration (Western) facilities would be
located outside the Area Service Highway right-of-way. Any
maintenance required within the right-of-way would require a permit
from Arizona Department of Transportation Yuma District. Access to
certain Western facilities for maintenance may require a more
circuitous route, especially south of County 23" Street at the Barry
M. Goldwater Range boundary.

Response to Comment A2-3
Change has been made in the Final Environmental Assessment
(EA). Refer to Section Ill. G. Utilities, of the Final EA.

Response to Comment A2-4

The General Plan and Profile of Proposed State Highway SR 195,
prepared by CH2M Hill, identified areas where clear access to
Western facilities for maintenance may be an issue. Western
required a 50-foot-radius clear-zone and this requirement was
engineered into the General Plan and Profile of Proposed State
Highway SR 195 design.

Response to Comment A2-5

According to a recent coordination letter dated
September 8, 2003, from Western to ADOT, Western indicated that
they no longer have an interest in becoming a cooperating agency.
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A3
Diane Simpson-Colebank
From: MBruder@dot.state az us
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2003 7:56 AM
To: Diane Simpson-Colebank; AColclough@dot. state.az.us
Subject: FW: ASH EA Comments

Importance: High
MCAS comments on the EA.

----- Original Message-----

From: Saltzer Mr Charles R |ma||1o SALTZE RCR;,"_f_-}'u.’"lé!.:I‘S'11C_r."|l|
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2003 7:23 AM

To: ‘MBruder@dol_state.az us’

Subject: ASH EA Comments

These are the comments on the ASH EA provided by the Marine Corps legal
side, Please forward. Thanks, Charles Saltzer

1. General Comment: Secondary and Cumulative Effects. Recommend that
A3-1 Secondary and Cumulative Effects be expanded. The existing evaluation of

- the affected environment does not seem adequate for a decument of this size
given the scope and area of coverage of this project.

A3-2 2. General Comment: There were comments from the Center for Biological
" Diversity (CDB) in the Yuma Sun Paper of 12 JUN 03. Itis strongly
recommended that front page article should be reviewed, evaluated, and
concems addressed where applicable. The CDEB detailed one concemn in that
article that "There is virtually no analysis in the thin environmental
assessment.” This concern should elicit strong review as CDB's related
concern, in that same article, is that an EA is only being required "instead
A3-3 of a full blown environmental impact statement® (EIS). Thcre_ needs to be
solid scientific analysis, with solid alternatives developed, logically

resulfing in a defendable FOMSI to preciude a foreseeable legal challenge
from CDE, or any envirenmental groug, to require an EIS in court. Those
groups and any concemed citizen have the legal right to make such a
challenge.

Comments from Marine Corps Legal Counsel [These commaeants are re-sent for
the ASH Pre-Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) version of MAR2003. These
are still applicable due to their general legal nature.]

3. p. 1: "an EA appears [emphasis added] to be the appropriate level of
A3-4 environmental documentation [...J"

Generally a bit more certainty is expected in an EA, vice staling only an EA

appears o be the appropriate level of documentation

4. p.13: While Alternative 3 may have been rejected "at the request of the
mayor of San Luis,” it's a fact that certainly the action proponent

A3-5 | wouldn't highlight in the EA. If the disadvantages of an alternative must be
listed, do it terms of not meeting the Purpose and Need ("P&N") or simply
relative to the benefits of the Preferred Altemative

A3-6 | 5. pp. 10-16 et. seq.. The “rejected” alternatives are actually

Response to Comment A3-1

The secondary and cumulative effects portion of the Final
Environmental Assessment (EA) has been expanded from the Draft
EA. Refer to Section IV. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures of the Final EA, for
additional discussion on secondary and cumulative effects.

Response to Comment A3-2

The Center for Biological Diversity submitted its comments on the
Draft EA. Refer to Organization Comments for its comments and
associated responses.

Response to Comment A3-3

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and related
supporting regulations require that an environmental impact
statement (EIS) be prepared and approved when a proposed
Federal action (e.g., the authorization for the use of Federal-aid
Highway Program funds to construct a highway improvement) will
cause significant impacts. The completed studies, evaluations, and
public outreach conducted by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of
Transportation (ADOT) have not identified impacts resulting from the
proposed improvements that are significant. While there are virtually
no improvements without some adverse effects, the efforts FHWA
and ADOT have undertaken to identify possible adverse effects have
afforded substantial public input and involvement, considered a
reasonable range of alternatives, evaluated the impacts in terms of
context and intensity, and provided reasonable plans to mitigate and
minimize any adverse impacts. At this time, the FHWA does not
believe there is a legitimate basis for preparing an EIS.

Response to Comment A3-4

Text has been revised on page 1 of the Final EA to read, “ ... an EA
is the appropriate level of environmental documentation to evaluate
the magnitude of impacts based on their context and intensity, as
defined in the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR] § 1500-1508).”

Response to Comment A3-5
Further discussion on alternatives has been included within the Final
EA. Refer to Section Il. Alternatives Considered in the Final EA.
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A3-6
(cont'd)

A3-7

A3

*alternatives considered, but not carried forward for analysis.” As such,
listing them as “rejected” is not legally fatal. However, as a result, the
only alternative analyzed is the Preferred Alternative. Not good, IU's truly
the rare project where no other alternative would meet the P&N. The BLM
stated as much in their 1996 letter re: this proposed project (p. B-2): "To
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act, a full array of
alternative routes for the proposed highway need (o be developed and
analyzed” [emphasis added]. On p. 11 the EA states "the three build
alternatives.. would have different impacts on the natural, physical, and
eultural environment.” While we suspect this is true, the analysis should be
included in the document.

6. Also, the No Action Alternative must ALWAYS be carried forward (not
“rejected” as stated on page 12) and is best analyzed resource
media-by-resource media. Indeed, the EA stales that "because the No Action
Alternative would not meet the P&N of the project, it was eliminated from
further consideration.” Apart from the first part of the sentence being
intuitively obvious {the No Action Alternative would NEVER meet the P&N for
a project would it?), the sentence might as well read “we've already decided
to do this project so ignore the rest of this document.” This is hardly the
"hard-look” required by NEPA. Somehow it is doubtiul that simply
word-smithing is going to fix this because it is suspected the

administrative record is already flawed.

Herbert "Gil" Guillory

Environmental Director

DEN 2689-2282

(928) 269-2282 _
guilloryh@yuma.usme.mil < mailto:guilloryh@yuma.usme.mil
<mailto:guilloryh@yuma.usme.mil> >

RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS

Response to Comment A3-6

The Alternatives Considered section of the Final EA has been
revised to address all alternatives considered. Refer to the Final EA,
Section Il. Alternatives Considered.

Response to Comment A3-7

The document has been revised and the No Action Alternative has
been carried through the Final EA for further consideration. The No
Action Alternative is no longer eliminated from further consideration
or rejected as stated on page 12 of the Draft EA. Refer to the Final
EA, Section Il. Alternatives Considered.
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A4

INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION
UNITED STATES AND MEXICO

TICT OF THE ODRBMISSIRNIH

A4-1

LATTED STATTS SECTRIN

JUN 2 3 2003

Ms. Diane Simpson-Colebank
Principal Environmental Planner
Logan Simpson Design Inc.

51 West Third Street, Suite 450
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Dear Ms. Simpson-Colebank

Thank you for your May 27, 2003, letter to Deputy Commissioner Debra Little regarding public
review and comment of the Drafi Environmental Assessment for the Anzona Department of
Transporiation proposal in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration and Yuma
Meiropolitan Planning Organization to construct the Yuma Arca Serviee Highway in Yuma County,
Arizona. The proposed highway would provide an express highway connection between a planned
commercial international port of entry near San Luis and Interstate 8, The USIBWC provided
scoping comments for the proposed project on February 2, 1996

The USIBWC's review of the Draft EA indicates that the proposed project is outside our

jurisdictional area. We do not anticipate any impacts from this project either 1o our projects or of

an international nature, and we have no substantive comments on the Draft EA. We do, however,
reserve comment for the eventual environmental documentation for the future commercial
international port of entry near San Luis, Anzona.

Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on the Drafi EA for the Yuma Arca
Service Highway.

Sincerely,

Environmental Management Division

The Commaons, Building C, Suite 310 + 4171 M. Mesa Street « El Paso, Texas 79902
(915) 832-4100 = (FAX) (915) 832-4190 « hup:/fwww.ibwe.state gov

RESPONSIES

Response to Comment A4-1
Comment is noted in the project record.

-

>

TO AGENCY COMMENTS
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A5

THE STATE OF ARZONA | Sam nasirs
GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT | S i Cures sure

W HERS CLETRAF, FHOLSS
2221 Wesr Garniur Roag, Puopse, AZ B5023-4399 | Seebtaron v
(602) 942-3000 = amm.con | MERAELM GRIGHTLE RAdtTuy
DisgcTon
Cumme L Seanpnory
DErTY DROCTOR

Vi O, §140k 20 Sl Yima, A7 BSOESAE01 (9991 120051
* i, Yiems, AZ 0005 L i SrEVE I FERRELL

A5-2

A5-3 |

June 27, 2003

Diane Simpson-Colebank
Principal Environmenial Planner
Logan Simpson Design Inc.

51 West Third Street

Suite 430

Tempe, AZ, 85281

Re: Draft Environmental Assessment Yuma Area Service Highway, Yuma County
Denr Mz, Simpson-Colebank:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) has reviewed your lefter dated May 27,
2003 requesting comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) for the Yuma Aren
Service Highway (ASH). The following comments are provided for your consideration,

The Department is pleased that the TEA includcs mitigation and compensation measures as
required in the Flat-tailed Homed Lizard (FTHL) Ranpewide Management Strategy (RMS).
However, the RMS has recently been reviscd, including the mitigation and compensation
sections. The Department suggests that you review the revised RMS to ensurc that the EA
remains in conformance. We can provide you with an clectronic version upon request. Printed
copies will be available later this year. We believe that litllc has changed that would affect what
is proposcd in the DEA. However, you should be aware that according to Mitigation Measure 10
in the revised RMS, FTHIL culvert design will be provided by the Interagency Coordinating
Committee (ICC). The ICC is still in the process of rescarching and selecting a design, but it
will probably be of Jarger size than the 28" culverts proposed in the draft EA. Members of the
ICC are concemed that small pipe culverts will not provide sufficient space and light to permit
effcctive use by FI111.

The Department and other agencies have previously requested lhatl the pa'ujuct_ proponentls
sider other alignments to avoid FTHL habitat. The Department believes that this DEA docs

con ieves | :
A5-4 | not adequately consider altemnative routes, We believe that serious consideration should be given

A5-5

io moving the County 23" / Avenuc 4E curve to the west of the Barry M. Goldwater Renge
(AMGR) boundury. This would eliminate the fragmentation of approximately 1 square mile of
hakitat within the FT1(L Management Arca. This type of altemative was presented and

A5-6 | supporied by the Department in a Technical Memorandum (NO. 1) revised in Januery 1997 but

does not appear to have been carried forward in the DEA. This type of alignment would involve

A5-7 | Arizona State Trust Land and may reduce the total cost of the project because it would shorien
A5-g | the route and would reduce required mitigation and compensation. Under this alignment,

AN EGUAL OFFCATUMITY REASCOHANILE ACCOMMODATIONS AGENCY

Response to Comment A5-1

The Final Environmental Assessment (EA) conforms to the Flat-
tailed Horned Lizard Rangewide Management Strategy 2003
Revision.

Response to Comment A5-2

The Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Coordinating Committee
(ICC) has provided the final design for culverts to be spaced every
0.5 mile apart along the County 23" Street alignment. Culverts
constructed to ICC specifications would be approximately 14 feet in
diameter and cost more than $1 million each. However, the ICC
provided for other management options rather than using culverts. If
culverts are not used then compensation can be provided for
fragmented FTHL habitat north of County 23" Street (approximately
1,760 acres).

Response to Comment A5-3

The Final EA has included additional discussion on the corridor
selection process, as well as the alternatives considered. The
evaluation of alternatives considered impacts to the FTHL in addition
to a variety of other factors. Refer to the Final EA,
Section Il. Alternatives Considered, for additional discussion.

Response to Comment A5-4
The Final EA has been revised to include a discussion on alternative
routes considered. Refer to Section Il, Alternatives Considered.

Response to Comment A5-5

The curve at County 23" Street and Avenue 4E was reevaluated to
determine if the acreage of fragmented FTHL habitat within the MA
could be reduced while maintaining appropriate highway design
speed. Moving the curve west of the Barry M. Goldwater Range
(BMGR) onto lands leased by the Arizona State Land Department
was not further considered, as it would compromise the ability
to preclude access to the ASH between Avenue B to
County 14" Street. The curve was re-aligned, resulting in the
conservation of 240 acres of FTHL habitat. In addition, the segment
of the ASH on the BMGR between County 14" Street and
County 17" Street was also realigned to minimize fragmentation of
FTHL habitat, resulting in the conservation of an additional
178 acres.
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A5-8
(cont'd)

A5
Miane Simpson-Colebank
June 27, 2003
2
signatory agencies to the FTHL Conservation Apgreement would likcly pursue purchasing

undeveloped land between the ASH and the BMGR to increase the amount of FTHL habitat
protected under the Conservation Agreement. We believe that the evaluation of this type of
alignment should be carried forward and included in the EA. If the evaluation process
determines that this alternative is not feasible, the final EA should document the reasons for this
determination.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEA. If you have any questions,
please contact me at 928-342-0091.
Sincerely,

Russell K. Engel
Habitat Program Manager
Region IV, Yuma

ce: [arry Voyles, Regional Supervisor, Region IV
Boh Broscheid, Proj. Eval. Prog. Supervisor, Habitat Branch

AGFD # 05-29-03-01

Response to Comment A5-6

The alternative section of the Final EA has been revised to address
all alternatives considered. Refer to the Final EA,
Section Il. Alternatives Considered.

Response to Comment A5-7

The total costs of each corridor/alignment considered were not
calculated because these costs are derived from a wide variety of
factors (right-of-way, constructability, mitigation, etc.). Corridors and
alternatives that were determined to not serve the purpose and need
for this project were eliminated from further consideration without
cost analysis. Refer to the Final EA, Section Il. Alternatives
Considered.

Response to Comment A5-8

The Final EA has included additional discussion on the corridor
selection process, as well as the alternatives considered. The
evaluation of alternatives considered impacts to the flat-tailed horned
lizard in addition to a variety of other factors. Refer to the Final EA,
Section Il. Alternatives Considered.
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AG-1

AG-2
A6-3
A6-4
A6-5

A6-6

A6

Diane Simpson-Colabank

From: Jim Chessum [ichessumii
Seni: Thursday, Juné 26, 2003
To: Dimna Simpsen-Colebank

Subject: Publie Comment subimession

James P. Chissum, Administrator, Groator Yuma Ponl Authority, (GYPA)
502 S, Ovange Ave, Yuma, AZ BEISL

(028) TE3-B811

MElgypa.org
Comments: The Area Sonice High ASH), is & vilal progect with bemeline that i delayed could disrupt many other projects that
are aliempling to be open near wh ASH is opened. The Commercial Port of Entry is trying to qualify for funding as a design
build for FY 2006 through GSA funding. If the ASH is delayed it could possibly defay the funding for the new Commercial Porl of
Enlry. Tha need for the Cammercial Port of Entry i eritical 10 the security of our border communities. The presant Port of Entry is
ai maxirmum capacily in handing pedestrians and non commarcial vehicles and there is no place o expand due to il the space
Baing used for Entry 81 this tima. Tha now Commuarcial Port of Enbry will open up space al the present Podt of Entry to afow for a
redasign to handia the pedestrions and the non commercial vehicles mone efficiently than L is presanlly. Also this nisw
Commarcial Port will allow for a saler crossing of hazardous malerials and waste which enter the LS. daily with a stale of the art
containmend system o catch any spill which may occur, The new commercial Port of Entry will connect io the ASH wilh a 4 lane
eonnacior road, Avenue E, This will aliow all commercial iucks 1o quickly mave up 1o the Interstate and nof drive through any af
our communitios downiowns. The wait tme for all vehicle kypes will be expedited and that will improve both of our border cilies ai
quality immediately. The fat-talled horned lizard ks being pravided greater security with the ASH, by blocking sccess to the lizard
managemant area from the West by off-road vehicles and lourist on foot. The Military will control what if any change is allowed in
the way of access along the ASH located within the ranga and that makes it a lof less tamper proof then it it were localed whare
toca! polticians. have control over the decisions of access and growth relaled palicies. The ASH will aliow the Yuma arsa 1o Gnow
in the fulure and not continue o have 25% umemployment as one of our statistics.  Thank you for aliewing us to provide our input
inD Mas process.

Jamas P. Chessum
Adminisirabor, GYPA

RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS

Response to Comment A6-1
Comment is noted in the project record.

Response to Comment A6-2
Comment is noted in the project record.

Response to Comment A6-3
Comment is noted in the project record.

Response to Comment A6-4
Comment is noted in the project record.

Response to Comment A6-5
Comment is noted in the project record.

Response to Comment A6-6
Comment is noted in the project record.
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A7-1

A7

'(%. YUMA AREA SERVICE HIGHWAY ﬁ
ADOT PUBLIC HEARING ADOT

COMMENT SHEET

Thursday, June 12, 2003
Yuma Civic and Convention Center
Yuma, Arizona

You may submil your comments here tonight aor send them by June 27, 2003, to Disne Simpson-Colebank,
Logan Simpson Design Inc., 51 West Third Street, Sujte 450, Ternpe, Arizona 85281, fax: 480.966-9232,
emall: dsimpson@lsdae.com,

HMame: &545! ﬁ"“‘“ ke - ]"um E—‘“ﬂ*‘f g Mf‘f?‘vl‘-fﬁl' .‘Dl‘s'h’llcf +2
Address: HEE 198 Maip Street Werma. Az F53L7

Phone: 229- K104 Email: re aol. 2
Comments:

Sinee 1963 At communihy gad eligted Ofrecnls
in Yuma  County Aene gusrbad etk ,ficm
onllatary (MR- Yume) in trtr o fand &

L e - Foe 0£~r A?&U

ﬂ‘ mdd:- bl"ﬁn’r;r oA f‘-! (mpu‘qj%l “1 ﬁﬁ-d( t
o Ry ,v@mfm-{ reafe.
We tusad ot B ;E.;_M..“ e ApTers Fidng

GW YA gy ﬁﬁﬁrﬂy‘f.,

TRACE e i 85 VLGS T BEDY

RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMIENTS

Response to Comment A7-1
Comment is noted in the project record.
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RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMIENTS

Response to Comment A8-1
Comment is noted in the project record.
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Response to Comment A8-2

The text in the handout was in error. The Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) determined that the project “may affect, but is
not likely to adversely affect” the Sonoran pronghorn and “may
affect, and is likely to adversely affect” Peirson’s milk-vetch. The
US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), in a Biological Opinion dated
July 24, 2003, concurred with the “may affect, not likely to adversely
affect” determination for the Sonoran pronghorn, and determined that
the project “is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of”
Peirson’s milk-vetch.

Response to Comment A8-3

The project would result in disturbance to habitat that was likely
historically occupied by Sonoran pronghorn, and, although extremely
unlikely, pronghorn located further east could move into the area.
Therefore, FHWA determined that the project “may affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect” the Sonoran pronghorn.

At the time of the draft EA, a single specimen of Peirson’s milk-vetch
was reported to be from the project vicinity, in an area consisting of
partially stabilized, low dunes. Although this specimen is no longer
recognized as being Peirson’s milk-vetch, there is potentially suitable
habitat within the proposed ASH project area. The species’
distribution suggested that it could occur in suitable habitat in
Arizona. Failure to locate the plant during surveys may reflect the
lack of suitable moisture conditions rather than the absence of the
species. With the expected loss of almost 63 acres of suitable
habitat, it was determined that the ASH may affect, and is likely to
adversely affect Peirson’s milk-vetch or its habitat. Therefore, FHWA
completed formal Section 7 consultation with FWS on the project’s
potential impacts to Peirson’s milk-vetch. FWS issued a Biological
Opinion in April 2003 in which it was determined that the ASH is not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Peirson’s milk-vetch.
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Diana Simpson-Colebank

From: o - Semor Planner [Michsal Sandersificl yuma.az.us]

Sent: 12 PM

To: 3

Ce: Mict Community Davelopmant, Broobeng, Paul - City Enginee
Pubh Works

Subject: Comments - Yuma Area Service Highway Draft Emvronmental Assessment, May

~Zoning classific 8 within non-BMGR project

blic facility, and industriad

City of Yuma zoning is

designated as general Commercial District (8-2) . . . * Project Area

between County 12th and County 131h is currently zoned Agricusture, however
& major devalopment is in the plannin je for this area. A Genaral Pian

A9-1 amendment (Suburban Densily Feside Low Density Ressdantial) for the

portion wes! of ASH alignm soult ver of County 12th and Avenue

a b Cit wning and Zoning

Commission. Change would allow applicant to seek R-1-8 Low Density

Residential zoning. Similar changes are anticipated for lands in the

Project Area o the south and easl of this sile, in area bounted by County

12th and County 13th and Avenue BE and Avenue TE

Page 24, second paragraph: “According to the 2000 census data, Yuma County
A9-2 has experienced a 51 percant inche: population betwesn 1890 and 2000
(106,895 to 160.026)." Percent increase is 40.7%

Page 25, Tabla 2. 1959 Labor Force. Unemployment rate (percentage) for San
AO-3 | Luis shows 72.2. Based an Labar Force-Employed-Unemployad data provided,
percent increasa is 73.4%

Page 50, “As previously staind, Yuma County hes experianced a 36 percent
incresse in population between 1990 and 2000." Should be 49.7% (City of
Yuma increased by 36% botween 1990 and 2000 as correctly staled on page 24,
second paragraphl).

A9-4

Michael Sanders

City of Yuma

Department of Community Developrment
Cine City Plaza, PO Box 13013

Yuma, AZ 85365-3012

(B28) 373-5000 M304T

sr/Asst Dir of

2003

RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS

Response to Comment A9-1

Comment is noted in the project record and information regarding
changes in zoning has been incorporated into the Final
Environmental Assessment (EA).

Response to Comment A9-2

Change has been made in the Final EA, Section IV. C. Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act, 1964/Executive Order, Relating to Environmental
Justice. The 49.7 percent increase has been rounded to 50 percent
to be consistent with the comparative values and associated decimal
places.

Response to Comment A9-3
Change has been made in the Final EA, Section IV. C. Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act, 1964/Executive Order, Relating to Environmental
Justice. The 72.2 percent unemployment rate for San Luis has been
changed to read 73.4 percent.

Response to Comment A9-4

Change has been made in the Final EA, Section IV. C. Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act, 1964/Executive Order, Relating to Environmental
Justice. Yuma County has experienced a 50 percent increase in
population between 1990 and 2000.
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PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
155 West 14" Street, Yuma, AZ 85364-4711
(928) 3734500 and 3173-4502 Telephone
(928) 3734503 FAX and (928) 343-8877 TDD

City of YUMA

June 8, 2003

Ms. Diane Simpson-Colebank
Principal Environmental Planner,
Logan Simpson Design, Inc,,

51 West Third Street Suite 450,
Tempe, Arizonn 83281

Re Drraft Environmental Assessment
Yuma Area Service Highway
TRACS No. # 195 YU 000 H5774 02D
Project No. # HPP 900-A(22)
Dicar Ms. Simpson-Colebank

A review of the subject drafl document by City of Yuma, Arizona Depariment of Public Works
stafl has brought forth the following comments

Al0-1 | 1) Page 4: The final “bullet” of Subsection 1.B. should address both US 95 and B-8,

) Page 16, Subsection [11L.G.: The City of Yuma, Arizona also enjoys prior nghts
A10-2 | for its utilities, a1 the Northemn end of this Project

) Page 19, Subsection VA, Fourth Paragraph: Personnel wishing 1o discuss the
A10-3 | City of Yuma set-aside for the Area Service Highway should contact Roger

Gingrich, Assistani Direcior, Department of Public Works, at (928) 1734500,

4) Page 21, Figure 7: The “Future East Mesa Treatment Facility™ and the impact of

A10-4 | the expanding Area Service Highway 15 of great concern to the City of Yuma and

will be the subject of a discussion scheduled with the State on June 12, 2003,

Should you have any questions conceming the items addressed above, please feel free to contict

-
2

city of YUMA

e 30 YOur cConvenience
Sincerely,

F*ﬁr‘f"{u'mrnr}_ P1 .:

City Engincer

Paul E. Brooberg, PE.
City Engineer

Department of Public Works
Engineering Dividsan

PEBfjc]

o ADOT Project #53 File
Signature File

Characier » COmMMmIEMEnt s Community

RESPONSES TO ACGENCY COMMENTS

Response to Comment A10-1

While the building of the Area Service Highway may relieve some
congestion on Business Route 8, it is not a specific goal of this
project.

Response to Comment A10-2
Change has been made in the Final Environmental Assessment
(EA).

Response to Comment A10-3
Reference has been added to the Final EA.

Response to Comment A10-4

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) and the City of
Yuma met on June 12, 2003, to resolve conflicts between the City of
Yuma’'s water treatment facility and ADOT's Area Service Highway
designs. Future meetings would be held as needed to resolve
remaining engineering details.



